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DETAILED ACTION 

Election/Restrictions 

1 . Newly submitted claim 14 is directed to an invention that is independent or distinct from the 
invention originally claimed for the following reasons: With respect to claims 1 and 4 and their dependant 
claims, the deposition process could be practiced using another materially different apparatus, such as 
one without a removable cover. With respect to claims 6 and 10 and their dependent claims, the pedestal 
cover could be used in practicing another materially different method, such as etching. 

Since applicant has received an action on the merits for the originally presented invention, this 
invention has been constructively elected by original presentation for prosecution on the merits. 
Accordingly, claim 14 is withdrawn from consideration as being directed to a non-elected invention. See 
37 CFR 1.142(b) and MPEP § 821.03. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all obviousness 
rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

3. This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of the claims under 
35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of the various claims was commonly 
owned at the time any inventions covered therein were made absent any evidence to the contrary. 
Applicant is advised of the obligation under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of 
each claim that was not commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the 
examiner to consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) prior 
art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 
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4. Claims 1-2, 6-7 and 9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over U.S. 
Patent No. 5,841 ,624 to Xu et al. in view of U.S. Patent No. 6,106,630 to Frankel and U.S. Patent No. 
6,146,504 to Patadia et al. 

5. Xu et al. disclose a physical vapor deposition chamber (not illustrated, but mentioned at column 
1, rows 13-17 and column 8, rows 28-30) for depositing material on a wafer (120) substantially as claimed 
and comprising: a chuck (Figure 1, 1 10), wherein the chuck comprises an upper surface and sidewalls 
extending downwardly therefrom; a pedestal cover (100) overlying and supported by the upper surface 
and comprising a planar upper surface in a region overlying the chuck and a lower surface for receiving 
the chuck; and wherein the wafer is positionable in contact with the pedestal cover. Admittedly, the 
pedestal cover of Xu et al. does not comprise a singular, continuous, planar upper surface in the region 
overlying the chuck, but a plurality of intermittent planar upper surfaces in the region overlying the chuck. 

6. Xu et al. disclose the chamber substantially as claimed and as described above. 

7. However, Xu et al. fail to teach the pedestal cover extending beyond the sidewalls. 

8. Frankel discloses a pedestal cover for both top and side surfaces of a chuck for the purpose of 
protecting all of the areas most susceptible to processing gases (column 10, row 24, through column 11, 
row 15). In Frankel, the lower surface of the pedestal cover is concave and completely receives the 
chuck therein during a processing method, such as material deposition. 

9. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the Applicant's invention 
was made to have provided the pedestal cover in Xu et al. extending beyond chuck side walls (i.e. 
covering all top and side surfaces) in order to protect all areas of the chuck most susceptible to 
processing gas as taught by Frankel. 

10. Xu et al. and Frankel disclose the invention substantially as claimed and as described above. 

1 1 . However, Xu et al. and Frankel fail to teach the pedestal cover defining a peripheral 
circumferential groove therein. 

12. Patadia et al. disclose providing a peripheral (with respect to the substrate) circumferential 
deposit collection channel on a substrate supporting device for the purpose of trapping deposit particles 
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that do not depose on the substrate thus preventing deposition and sticking on the backside of a 
processed substrate (abstract). 

13. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the Applicant's invention 
was made to have provided a peripheral circumferential groove on the substrate supporting device in Xu 
et al. and Frankel in order to trap deposit particles that do not depose on the substrate thus preventing 
deposition and sticking on the backside of a processed substrate as taught by Patadia et al. . 

14. With respect to claim 2, Xu et al. further teaches that the pedestal cover further comprises a 
plurality of pads (102) on an upper surface thereof, such that the wafer may be disposed on the plurality 
of pads. 

15. With respect to claim 6, the limitations are similar to those of claim 1 and are addressed above. 

16. With respect to claim 7, Xu et al. further teaches that the pedestal cover further comprises a 
plurality of pads (102) on an upper surface thereof, such that the wafer may be disposed on the plurality 
of pads. 

1 7. With respect to claim 9, Examiner notes that the limitations are drawn to a method of using the 
apparatus and the courts have ruled that a claim containing a "recitation with respect to the manner in 
which a claimed apparatus is intended to be employed does not differentiate the claimed apparatus from 
a prior art apparatus" if the prior art apparatus teaches all the structural limitations of the claim. Ex parte 
Masham . 2 USPQ2d 1647 (Bd. Pat. App. & Inter. 1987). Examiner notes that Xu et al. also teach these 
method limitations at column 4, rows 17-19. 

18. Claim 3 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Xu et al., Frankel and 
Patadia et al. as applied to claims 1-2, 6-7 and 9 above, and further in view Applicant's admitted prior art. 

19. Xu et al., Frankel and Patadia et al. disclose the invention substantially as claimed and as 
described above. 

20. However, Xu et al., Frankel and Patadia et al. fail to teach an aluminum deposition target. 
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21 . Applicant's admitted prior art teaches that aluminum targets are conventionally used in integrated 
circuit device manufacture (paragraphs 4-6 of specification). 

22. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the Applicant's invention 
was made to have provided an aluminum deposition target in Xu et al., Frankel and Patadia et al. in order 
to perform integrated circuit device manufacture as is conventionally done as taught in the admitted prior 
art. 

23. Claims 4, 5, 10-1 1 and 13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over U.S. 
Patent No. 5,841,624 to Xu et al. in view of U.S. Patent No. 6,106,630 to Frankel. 

24. Xu et al. disclose a physical vapor deposition chamber (not illustrated, but mentioned at column 

1 , rows 13-17 and column 8, rows 28-30) for depositing material on a wafer (120) substantially as claimed 
and comprising: a chuck (Figure 1,110), wherein the chuck comprises an upper surface; and a 
removable pedestal cover (100) overlying and supported by the upper surface, wherein the wafer is in 
contact with and positionable over the pedestal cover extending beyond a side of the pedestal cover. The 
cover is removable using a chemical process (column 5, rows 41-45). 

25. However, Xu et al. fails to teach the pedestal cover having downwardly directed sidewalls 
defining an opening, wherein the chuck is disposed in the opening. 

26. Frankel discloses a pedestal cover for both top and side surfaces of a chuck for the purpose of 
protecting all of the areas most susceptible to processing gases (column 10, row 24, through column 11, 
row 15). In Frankel, the lower surface of the pedestal cover is concave and completely receives the 
chuck therein during a processing method, such as material deposition. 

27. 

28. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the Applicant's invention 
was made to have provided the pedestal cover in Xu et al. cover having downwardly directed sidewalls 
defining an opening, wherein the chuck is disposed in the opening in order to protect all areas of the 
chuck most susceptible to processing gas as taught by Frankel. 



Application/Control Number: 10/675,568 Page 6 

Art Unit: 1763 

29. With respect to claim 5, Xu et al. further teaches that the pedestal cover further comprises a 
plurality of pads (102) on an upper surface thereof, such that the wafer may be disposed on the plurality 
of pads. 

30. With respect to claim 10, the limitations are similar to those of claim 4 and are addressed above. 

31 . With respect to claim 1 1 , Xu et al. further teaches that the pedestal cover further comprises a 
plurality of pads (102) on an upper surface thereof, such that the wafer may be disposed on the plurality 
of pads. 

32. With respect to claim 13, Examiner notes that the limitations are drawn to a method of using the 
apparatus and the courts have ruled that a claim containing a "recitation with respect to the manner in 
which a claimed apparatus is intended to be employed does not differentiate the claimed apparatus from 
a prior art apparatus" if the prior art apparatus teaches all the structural limitations of the claim. Ex 
parte Masham . 2 USPQ2d 1647 (Bd. Pat. App. & Inter. 1987). Examiner notes that Xu et al. also teach 
these method limitations at column 4, rows 17-19. 

33. Claim 8 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Xu et al., Frankel and 
Patadia et al. as applied to claims 1-2, 6-7 and 9 above, and further in view of U.S. Patent No. 5,656,093 
to Burkhart et al. 

34. Xu et al., Frankel and Patadia et al. disclose the invention substantially as claimed and as 
described above. 

35. However, while Xu et al. do teach that the pads of the pedestal cover may comprise a conducting 
material, stainless steel is not explicitly taught as the conducting material. 

36. Burkhart et al. teach the use of stainless steel as a material for conducting pads of a pedestal 
cover for the purpose of using a material having superior contact properties (column 2, rows 15-20). 

37. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the Applicant's invention 
was made to have provided the pedestal cover/pads comprising stainless steel in Xu et al., Frankel et al., 
and Patadia et al. in order to use a materia! with superior contact properties as taught by Burkhart et al. 
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38. Claim 12 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Xu et al. and Frankel. as 
applied to claims 4-5, 10-1 1 and 13 above, and further in view of U.S. Patent No. 5,656,093 to Burkhart et 
al. 

39. Xu et al. and Frankel disclose the invention substantially as claimed and as described above. 

40. However, while Xu et al. do teach that the pads of the pedestal cover may comprise a conducting 
material, stainless steel is not explicitly taught as the conducting material. 

41 . Burkhart et al. teach the use of stainless steel as a material for conducting pads of a pedestal 
cover for the purpose of using a material having superior contact properties (column 2, rows 15-20). 

42. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the Applicant's invention 
was made to have provided the pedestal cover/pads comprising stainless steel in Xu et al. and Frankel in 
order to use a material with superior contact properties as taught by Burkhart et al. 

Response to Arguments 

43. Applicant's arguments filed 28 November 2005 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

44. In response to Applicant's argument that there is no suggestion to combine the references, the 
Examiner recognizes that obviousness can only be established by combining or modifying the teachings 
of the prior art to produce the claimed invention where there is some teaching, suggestion, or motivation 
to do so found either in the references themselves or in the knowledge generally available to one of 
ordinary skill in the art. See In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071, 5 USPQ2d 1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988)and In re Jones, 
958 F.2d 347, 21 USPQ2d 1941 (Fed. Cir. 1992). 

45. With respect to Xu et al. and Frankel, Frankel, which is concerned with protecting a chuck as in 
Xu et al. and the claimed invention, teaches that a pedestal cover can be provided to protect all surfaces 
of a chuck that may be exposed to a processing environment by extending the cover over the side walls 
of a chuck, in addition to the top surface. This is motivation for combination. While the there may be 
differences in the disclosures of Xu et al. and Frankel, they do not teach away from each other. Both are 
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concerned with covering a wafer supporting chuck and therefore one of ordinary skill in the art would be 
inclined to incorporate their advantageous features where appropriate. 

46. With respect to Xu et al. and Patadia et al., Patadia et al., which is concerned with protecting a 
wafer to be processed from unwanted particles, deposition, etc. (as in Xu et al. and the claimed 
invention), teaches that by providing a peripheral circumferential deposit collection channel on a substrate 
supporting device - particles that do not deposit on the wafer can be trapped, thus preventing deposition 
and sticking on the backside of a processed substrate. This is motivation for combination. While the 
there may be differences in the disclosures of Xu et al. and Patadia et al., they do not teach away from 
each other. Both are concerned with protecting a wafer and therefore one of ordinary skill in the art would 
be inclined to incorporate their advantageous features where appropriate. 

47. With respect to Applicant's argument that a Frankel cover would not fit and adhere to a Patadia et 
al. pedestal, Examiner notes that, the test for obviousness is not whether the features of a secondary 

, reference may be bodily incorporated into the structure of the primary reference; nor is it that the claimed 
invention must be expressly suggested in any one or all of the references. Rather, the test is what the 
combined teachings of the references would have suggested to those of ordinary skill in the art. See In re 
Keller, 642 F.2d 413, 208 USPQ 871 (CCPA 1981). Thus, whether or not Frankel cover could be 
incorporated exactly as is with the pedestal of Patadia et al. is not a legitimate argument for arguing 
against the rejection based on their combination. Examiner also notes that the rejection does not suggest 
that it would have been obvious to fit the Frankel cover on the Patadia et al. pedestal, rather it suggests 
that it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to incorporate the collection channels in 
a pedestal like that of Frankel in order further protect a wafer. 

48. In response to Applicant's argument that the Examiner's conclusion of obviousness is based upon 
improper hindsight reasoning, it must be recognized that any judgment on obviousness is in a sense 
necessarily a reconstruction based upon hindsight reasoning. But so long as it takes into account only 

' knowledge which was within the level of ordinary skill at the time the claimed invention was made, and 
does not include knowledge gleaned only from the applicants disclosure, such a reconstruction is proper. 
See In re McLaughlin, 443 F.2d 1392, 170 USPQ 209 (CCPA 1971). All reasoning statements for 
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combination of the prior art references are taken directly from the prior art references, as detailed above. 
Neither hindsight reasoning, nor Applicant's disclosure is relied upon, as the claimed invention is clearly 
obvious over the disclosures of the prior art. 

49. With respect to Applicant's argument that the cover of Frankel would not be workable with the 
chuck of Xu et al., Examiner again notes that the test for obviousness is not whether the features of a 
secondary reference may be bodily incorporated into the structure of the primary reference; nor is it that 
the claimed invention must be expressly suggested in any one or all of the references. Rather, the test is 
what the combined teachings of the references would have suggested to those of ordinary skill in the art. 
See In re Keller, 642 F.2d 413, 208 USPQ 871 (CCPA 1 981 ). Thus, whether or not Frankel cover could 
be incorporated exactly as is with the pedestal of Xu et al. is not a legitimate argument for arguing against 
the rejection based on their combination. Xu et al. does not teach that it is impossible to extend covering 
means to include the sidewalls of a chuck; rather, it is silent. This is why Frankel is relied upon. The 
reference provides motivation for extending a covering means to include the sidewall for protection 
purposes. 

50. Applicant's further arguments regarding claims 6-9 and 10-13 are addressed in the above 
rejections and response to arguments, as they are similar to earlier arguments. 

Conclusion 

Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this Office 
action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of 
the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE MONTHS from 
the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO MONTHS of the mailing date 
of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH 
shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action 
is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
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the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX 
MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner should 
be directed to Karla Moore whose telephone number is 571.272.1440. The examiner can normally be 
reached on Monday-Friday, 9:00 am-6:00 pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, 
Parviz Hassanzadeh can be reached on 571 .272.1435. The fax phone number for the organization 
where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent Application 
Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications may be obtained from 
either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished applications is available through 
Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) 
at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 




Karla Moore 
Patent Examiner 
Art Unit 1763 
January 25, 2006 



